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PER CURI AM

Verdell Evans appeals his conviction by a jury of
possession wth intent to distribute nore than five grans of crack
cocaine and the district court’s inposition of a 360-nonth term of
i npri sonnent . Counsel has filed a brief in accordance wth

Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), raising two issues but

stating that, in his view, there are no neritorious grounds for
appeal. Evans has filed a pro se supplenmental brief. W affirm

Counsel first questions whether the evidence at trial was
sufficient to support the jury’'s verdict. “The verdict of a jury
must be sustained if there is substantial evidence, taking the view

nost favorable to the Governnent, to support it. d asser .

United States, 315 U S 60, 80 (1942); see United States V.

Newsone, 322 F.3d 328, 333 (4th Cr. 2003) (defining “substantia
evidence”). Qur review of the record | eads us to conclude that no
plain error resulted from the jury's verdict of gquilty. See

United States v. O ano, 507 U S. 725, 731-32 (1993) (discussing

standard of review); United States v. Russell, 221 F.3d 615, 618

(4th G r. 2000) (discussing elenments of offense); United States v.

Lamarr, 75 F.3d 964, 973 (4th Cr. 1996) (finding that possession
of 5.72 granms of crack, conbined with other circunstantial
evi dence, was sufficient to support jury’'s inference of intent to

di stribute).



Counsel also questions the district court’s refusal to
grant Evans’ notion for a downward departure. Were, as here, the
district court was aware of its authority to depart and declined to
do so, the court’s refusal to depart is not reviewabl e on appeal .

United States v. Edwards, 188 F.3d 230, 238-39 (4th Gr. 1999).

Finally, Evans challenges in his pro se supplenenta
brief the district court’s classification of him as a career
of fender. W have reviewed Evans’ clains and find no plain error.
See d ano, 507 U.S. at 731-32.

As required by Anders, we have exam ned the entire record
and find no neritorious issues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm
Evans’ conviction and sentence. This court requires that counsel
informhis client, inwiting, of his right to petition the Suprene
Court of the United States for further review If the client
requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such
a petition would be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this court
for leave to withdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust
state that a copy thereof was served on the client. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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